Application No. 10/627,812 

Reply to Office Action of June 26, 2007 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable consideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-32 are pending in the present application. Claims 1-9, 14, 15, 17, 25, 27, 29 
and 3 1 are amended by the present amendment. Support for the present amendment is found 
in Applicants' originally filed specification, at least, in Figures 2, 13 and 14. No new matter 
is added. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claims 1, 2, 17 and 18 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §102(e) as anticipated by Kreang-Arekul et al. aJ S. Pat. No. 7,127,090, herein 
"Kreang-Arekul"); and Claims 3-5, 9, 10, 12-16, 19-21, 25, 26 and 28-32 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kreang-Arekul in view of Inoue (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,961,478). 

Addressing now the rejection of Claims 1, 2, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. §102 as 
anticipated by Kreang-Arekul. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
Claim 1 recites, in part, 

a memory configured to store X-ray image data of the 
plurality of consecutive divisional X-ray images, the X-ray 
image data including pixel values; 

an ROI setting unit configured to establish a region of 
interest (ROI) around inspection areas in overlapped edge 
portions between a reference image and an adjoining X-ray 
image that is re ad out from the memorv. the ROI being less 
than the entire overlapped edge portions : 

an index value calculator configured to determine, for 
each of the overlapped edge portions, an index value based on 
the pixel values within the ROI; 

a gradation calculator configured to determine display 
gradations for the image data of the adjoining X-ray images, 
based on the index value; 

a gradation processing unit configured to correct the 
pixel values for the X-ray image data so that the display 
gradations of the image data of the adjoining X-ray images 
substantially coincides; and 
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a continuous pasting operation unit configured to 
generate a continuous image by pasting together the X-ray 
image data of the altered pixel values. 

Claim 17 recites similar features. 

Kreang-Arekul describes a system for combining radiographic images. Specifically, 
Kreang-Arekul describes that images 50 and 52 can be overlapped to include overlapping 
area 58. Further, the pixel intensity for each pixel in both images 50 and 52 in the 
overlapping area 58 is determined.^ Using these values the pixels are blended so that the 
intensity progression between the images is uniform. 

However, Kreang-Ajekul does not describe or suggest an ROI setting unit configured 
to establish a region of interest (ROI) around inspection areas in overlapped edge portions 
between a reference image and an adjoining X-ray image that is read out fi-om the memory, 
the ROI being less than the entire overlapped edge portions. 

The outstanding Action states on page 2 that the ROI setting unit recited of Claim 1 is 
described in col. 8, lines 40-56 of Kreang-Arekul . This portion of Kreang-Arekul describes 
Figure 3C and specifically that an overlap section 58 is blended. It appears that the 
outstanding Action is taking the position that the overlap section 58 of Kreang-Arekul is 
equivalent to the ROI recited in Claim 1. 

Applicants note however, that Claim 1 has been amended to recite that the ROI is less 
than the entire overlapped edge portions. In other words, as is illustrated in a non-limiting 
example in Figure 1 1 of the present application, the ROI is not equivalent to the entire 
overlapped area between the images, histead the ROI is less than the entire overlapped area. 
This feature provides, at least the significant advantage over systems such as Kreang-Arekul 
because the claimed invention enables the ROI to be tailored to a specific area of interest. 



' Kreang-Arekuh Figures 12- 15a. 
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such specifically on a bone or a dyed area. The system of Kreang-Arekul does not include 
this advantage. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 1 and similarly Claim 17 
patentably distinguish over Kreang-Arekul . 

Addressing now the rejection of Claims 3-5, 9, 10, 12-16, 19-21, 25, 26 and 28-32 
under 35 U.S. C. §103 as anticipated by Kreang-Arekul and Inoue, Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

Claim 9 recites, in part, 

a memory configured to store image data of the 
divisional X-ray images; 

a region of interest (ROD setting unit configured to 
establish at least one ROI vertically crossing the edge portions 
of the divisional X-ray images , the at least one ROI including 
un-overlappe d portions of each of the divisional X-rav images : 

a profile forming unit configured to provide, for each of 
the divisional X-ray images, a pixel value profile of pixels 
within the ROI; 

a gradation processing unit configured to successively 
correct each of the display gradations for the divisional X-ray 
images so as to continuously match (A) the display gradation 
corresponding to the pixel value profile of a reference image 
among the divisional X-ray images to (B) the display gradation 
corresponding to the pixel value profile of a divisional image 
adjoining the reference image; and 

a continuous image processing unit configured to 
generate a continuous image by pasting together the plurality 
of divisional X-ray images having respective corrected display 
gradations. 

Claim 25 recites similar features. 

The outstanding Action states on page 4 that, "Claim 9 has similar limitation to claim 
1 disclosed by Kreang-Arekul, thus only those limitations not addressed above will be 
addressed here. Claim 9 only differs fi-om claim 1 in that the gradation processing unit uses a 
reference image to continuously match the divisional x-ray images. Kreang-Arekul does not 
explicitly disclose this limitation.'' The outstanding Action then goes on to cite Inoue as 
describing this feature. 
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However, neither Kreang-Arekul nor Inoue considered individually or in combination 
describe or suggest a region of interest (ROI) setting unit configured to establish at least one 
ROI vertically crossing the edge portions of the divisional X-ray images, the at least one ROI 
including un-overlapped portions of each of the divisional X-ray images. 

In other words as is illustrated in non-limiting example in Figures 9 and 1 1, the ROI 
includes un-overlapped portions of each of the adjacent divisional X-ray images. As can be 
seen, the overlapped portions of the images are removed from both the top and bottom 
images. The ROI is then selected to cover both a part of the upper image and a part of the 
lower image. This feature is not described or suggested in Kreang-Arekul where the 
overlapped portion is the region used for blending. Inoue also does not cure this deficiency of 
Kreang-Arekul . 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 9 and similarly Claim 25 
patentably distinguish over Kreang-Arekul and Inoue considered individually or in 
combination. 

Thus, AppUcants respectfully submit that independent Claims 1, 9, 17 and 25, and 
claims depending therefrom, patentably distinguish over Kreang-Arekul and Inoue . 

Consequently, as no further issues are believed to be outstanding in the present 
application, the present appUcation is beUeved to be in condition for formal Allowance. A 
Notice of Allowance for the claims is eamestly soUcited. 



RespectftiUy submitted. 
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